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Abstract 
The overall impact of the European funds and  resolution of the absorption problems depend on the national approach to the 
structure of allocation of the funds. As we know, the establishment of  European Union marked at the beginning of new area; the 
EU Member States currently enjoy many benefits in this respect: a free market, effective trading, enhanced security, economic 
cohesion, sustainable development, the protection of human rights, the creation of jobs etc. With all these positive aspects, the 
reality of global recession demonstrates, among other things, that there is much to recover and that the imbalances between the 
Member States is widening further. The present paper analyses the evolution of the state budget with respect to the co-financing 
provisions in order to understand the dimension of the public intervention regarding the European funds in Romania. 
1. Introduction 
Romania faces difficulties regarding the absorption of the European funds and a consequence of this is the low 
absorption rate (around 15%); thus, there is a problem in assessing the effect of the structural funds, but the impact 
on GDP is evaluated somewhere between 1 % and 1.5%, so the economic effects are still not very noticeable at the 
level of the regions, communities, as well as the people living there. The macroeconomic effects of the European 
funds already absorbed in Romania are still far from being seen, but there are some who say that the future 
programme period 2014-2020 will bring better and more efficient spending of the money allocated for Romania 
because this might be the last big development opportunity that might contribute to the economic growth of the 
country and to a success story in the end.  
This article evaluates Romania’s most important problems in the process of absorption of European funds, 
especially from the point of view of the co-financing  principle; that is why it is important to understand this 
concept, starting from its definition: public co-financing (the amounts allocated for financing eligible expenditure 
of the projects financed within the operational programmes) and private co-financing (any contribution to the 
funding of eligible expenditure, other than from public funds, related to the projects financed within the operational 
programmes). The requirements of the co-financing schemes facilitate a better assessment of the cost and benefit 
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programmes and increase the national ownership of EU policies. This compulsory key feature of the European 
Union’s structural and rural development policies, which account for about 43.7% of appropriations in the multi-
annual financial framework 2007-2013, also applies to other areas such as trans-European networks, foreign affairs 
programmes etc. The co-financing rate depends on a variety of factors, such as the specific objective of an action, 
the wealth of the region where the action is to be implemented, the coverage of areas with geographical drawbacks, 
the rate of mobilization of private financing etc. The Structural Funds are 85% for the current programming period, 
2007-2013: Cohesion funding for the least developed regions (the Convergence Objective) is provided up to a level 
of 85% in those Member States whose GDP/capita is less than 85% of the EU average for the reference period. The 
support for other regions (covered by the Regional Competitiveness and Employment Objective) is also provided up 
to a level of 85% of eligible costs in the Member States whose GDP/capita is less than 85% of the EU average, 
while it is limited to 50% in other Member States. Rural development funding by the Union is provided at a 
minimum rate of 20%, and the maximum rate of funding to promote the competitiveness of rural areas is 75% for 
the least developed regions and 50% for all the other ones. Many programmes provide the possibility to co-finance 
projects together with the Member States, third countries, international organizations, companies or private entities. 
2. Difficulties/Deficiencies and Methods for improving the Absorption Rate of the European Funds 
The examination of the problems concerning the absorption of European funds reveals the following 
deficiencies†: 
 The relatively high co-financing rate of the projects, taking into account the living 
standard/revenues/salaries of the people. The co-financing rate is closely related to the principle of 
additionally to make sure that the contributions from the EU budget do not replace the equivalent 
expenditure by Romania at national, regional or local level, and, instead, they are in addition to it. The 
following chapter will present the analysis of the direct relationship between the three principles 
PARTNERSHIP → ADDITIONALITY → CO-FINANCING of the projects based on European 
funding, which is exactly the financial involvement of the public authorities in the process of absorption 
of European money. The additionally problem is emphasized as a potentially major source of distortion 
which needs to be investigated in detail.‡ 
 Structural tools are not focused on mitigating the effects of financial crisis since, at the time of developing 
and adopting the operational programmes, this crisis was not envisaged and, therefore, the measures to 
combat it were not included in the operational programmes. Additionally, the objectives underlying the 
implementation of EU funds are strategic objectives, compared to the short-term objectives of the national 
measures for ending the crisis. However, structural and cohesion funds can contribute indirectly to 
improving a long economic and financial situation through the projects carried out and which, in the 
absence of the significant co-financing provided by the EU, would not be implemented due to a lack of 
financial resources and the fact that projects approved before the crisis set in motion the Romanian 
economy by buying raw materials, goods and services and employing people with positive effects on the 
economic environment and the labour market. In order to solve this problem, operational programmes 
should be adapted to exit plans and programmes should be analyzed to assess whether the exit priorities 
are consistent with the priorities included in the operational programmes; 
 
† Amalia Nicoleta Coman, Paul Coman (2011). The management of the Structural and Cohesion funds 
  European Parliament, Report on absorption of Structural and Cohesion Funds: lessons learnt for the future cohesion policy of the EU 
(2010/2305(ini) 
‡ European Parliament, Directorate General for Research, (1993) Working paper “The efficiency of regional policy in the European Union – 
Evaluation of direct and indirect impacts of the structural funds” 
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 The low absorption rate, particularly in the public sector. Out of the total allocation of structural and 
cohesion funds for 2007-2013, it appears that 80% are for public authorities and only 20% for private 
beneficiaries, but the public authorities have developed a limited number of projects and an even smaller 
number have been approved. Although they have a much lower total allocation, small and medium 
enterprises are proactive, submitting several projects, but, unfortunately, they have a high percentage of 
rejection. Public authorities should follow the private sector and become proactive, and submit more 
projects, which, when implemented, might help develop the regions in question; 
 The heterogeneous accessing of the operational programmes axes. Although, for each programme, general 
and specific objectives have been established, a detailed analysis of each operational programme shows 
that there was no access to funds in the areas of intervention and actions should be taken in this regard. In 
the annual meeting with the European Commission and the management authorities, the legal actions 
regarding the European economic recovery plan and the support of the Lisbon agenda for growth and job 
creation were presented. Among these actions, the measures for financing the poles of growth and 
competitiveness are a priority. Likewise, a correlation between the programmes in areas such as human 
resources, research, development and innovation, rural development is important for the implementation 
of the development related policies and programmes in view of achieving the set results. The need for 
strategic approaches in areas such as energy, transport, research etc., is key to ensuring that small steps to 
be taken for accessing European funds will result in a strategy aiming at achieving the planned level of 
development; 
 The low level of interest in particular areas, such as cohesion policy – a new field in Romania; many 
potential applicants who have the necessary funds for co-financing do not want to implement a project 
using European funds because they lack knowledge in the field, and support throughout the process and 
during the project implementation. Although there are many companies on the market which offer 
consultancy services, the asked price is very high, and it often does not condition the success of the 
project developed and, therefore, this is a significant factor in making the decision of abandoning the 
development project. A survey of SMEs in Romania has noted that only 0.5% have submitted a European 
funded project, over 3% are in the planning stage of a project, about 7% have contacted a consultant, 30% 
have been informed about these programmes, and the remaining 60% do not intend to access grants. That 
is why, it is necessary to have a communication strategy that involves not only advertising, but also relies 
more heavily on support and information, which one might say has been achieved by creating the 
Structural Instrument Information Centre; 
 Difficulties in completing the compliance assessment procedures concerning the control system that 
generally occur at the beginning of the programming period; 
 The global economic recession, which has a direct effect in the form of the budget restraint measures 
applied to public budgets and difficulties in obtaining internal financing;  
 Over-complicated and over-strict national procedures, and frequent changes therein; 
 The insufficient separation between the authorities in the Member States, hierarchy problems between the 
institutions and internal difficulties over the allocation of tasks and responsibilities; 
 The insufficient involvement of the regional and local level in the establishment of the operational 
programmes; 
 Limited staff numbers, inadequately trained staff at national and regional level, and difficulties with staff 
retention; 
 Difficulties with establishing information technology systems; 
 A disproportion between the degree of control and the scale of the project; 
 The insufficient initial preparation for the implementation of the projects, and the missing project 
pipeline; 
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 Politically motivated changes in investment priorities. 
3. The Assessment of the Co-financing Provisions within Romania’s State Budget 
Taking into account the principle of additionality, all programmes are subject to national public co-financing, 
and, as a rule, the co-financed amount should match the EU funding. Consequently, the public co-financing will be 
ensured from the budget by the Romanian Government (a special budget section) and from the local budgets by the 
public authorities.  
 
 
Table 1. The evolution of the amounts of co-financing and the contribution to the EU budget   
                                                                                                                                          Thousands lei 
 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Co-financing of the 
funds received from 













Contribution to the 
EU budget 
3,832,000 4,539,000 5,900,000 5,970,000 5,557,611 5,748,645 
impact on the country. 
The analysis of the special sections of the state budget for 2007-2012 reveals that, in 2009, there was a boost in co-
financing the funds received from the European Union, but, over the next few years, a major downfall of these 
amounts can be easily noticed. The logical interpretation is that: the economic and financial crisis has had a major 
impact on the evolution of the co-financing provisions within the state budget; it was very difficult for the public 
authorities to co-finance European projects because of the lack of available resources. The next questions arise 
exactly from this point of view: Could larger amounts of co-financing for the projects have had an economic impact 
on the country? Was it a good decision to diminish these amounts exactly at the time when Romania needed 
additional financial resources to generate economic growth? The experience of other Member States which, 
through an effective absorption of the European funds, succeeded in obtaining economic growth during the exact 
same period of the economic crisis, mainly by making investment financed through the European mechanism, shows 
us that it could have been possible to develop European investment projects that could have had a macroeconomic 
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